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INTERPERSONAL CONFIRMATION:
A REVIEW OF CURRENT THEORY, MEASUREMENT, AND RESEARCH

. An Abstract

The subject of interpersonal confirmation has been explored in some detail
at the University of Denver during the past five years. Unfortunately, this
research and theory is relatively unavallable to other scholars in the disci-
pline because the work remains largely unpublished. This paper 4s an attempt
to summarize this important body of literature for those who are otherwise
unacquainted with it or who are acquainted with only a portion of it.

After briefly reviewing the origin of the interpersonal use of the term
"confirmtion" and offering an initial definition of the phenomenon, the pper
consists of four ma jor parts.

1, The first section describes a number of empirical investigations
which. suggest the pervasiveness of interpersonal confirmtion. Studies by
Sieburg and larson, larson, Dodge, Mix, Ross, and Clarke are outlined and the
section concludes that "research evidence to date indicates that confirmation/
disconfirmition may be the only dimension underlying all interpersonal human
communication.* ‘

2, The second section outlines the two theories of interpersonal
confirmtion., Sieburg's theory is presented and its unique features noted.
Larson's theory is then described similarly. This section then contrasts and
critiques the two theories. Three critical points of difference are discussed
and research relevant to them is reviewed,

3. The third section of this- japer reviews two types of procedures for
measuring interpersonal confirmdtion, Metnods for measuring confirming/
disconfirming communication behaviors and for measuring an individual's
feeling of being confirmed by another are both described., Evidence regarding
the reliability and validity of the instruments is reviewed, .

4, The final section of the paper reviews completed research using the
confirmtion paradigm and also mentions research projects which are presently
underway, Empirical investigations by Sieburg, Sundell, Jacobs, Clarke, K
Cissna, and Sutton are described. Additional research topics are suggested ard
a research prqoject oresently underway dealing with the relatiogship between

P d

agreement/disagreement and confirmation is mentioned.

The maper concludes by suggesting that perhaps the concept of confirming
comamunication can bring unity to the discrepant definitions of the term
Minterpersonal communication.® Incorporating definitions waich focus on level
of interaction, gquality of interaction, and basis for predicting interperssonal
outcomes, perhaps communication which confirms (or communicates an acceptance

-of) the self of the other is truly "interpersonal® communication,

{ /
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0 can acce.;ﬂ(conﬁ’.rm) P's definition of self. As far as we can

ses this confirmation of P's view of himself by Q is probably the

greatest single factor ensuring mental development and stability

that has so far emerged from our study of communication.e

(Watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967, p. 8%)

Long thought to be important in human relationships, recent speegh
¢ommunication research at the University of Denver is revealing that confirma.
tion/disconfirmation my be tﬁe most pervasive and important aspsct of interw
personal commnication. First labeled by Sieburg (1970) "confirmetion/discone
firmation* and by Ross (1973) “acceptance/re jection,* it now appears that what.
ever ‘elu m.y bo'going on while psoples commnicate, they are also and always
perceiving themselves in their comminicative behavior as confirming ('a.qc;ptin;)
or disconfifming (rejecting) tpo other person and they are percei;ring the other
as comuﬁicating with thenm insa similar fashion. Sieburg and Larson (1971)
define these conceptss “Briefly, confirmition, a's_‘ used in an interpersonal
sense, refers to any behavior/that causes another person to value himself more..
| ];t.i opposite, 'disconfirmation,! refers to any behavior that causes ar;other
pe:son to value himself less™ (p. 1), The purpose of this paper is to describe
recent speech communicatio? research and theory ,regarding' this- important
phenome;non. This paper is inportant and appropriate at this time because the
growing bo;iy of research and theory regarding interpersonal confirmation is
largely unpublished, mostly doctoral dissertations and "conveﬁtion papers, and
is generally unavailable to most scholars in the discipliné. This mper will

integrate into one document this variety of literature, . .

" While empirical research on confirmation is scarcely five years old, the

interpersonal use of the term apparently originated in the philosophical
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writings of the Jewish theologian Martin Buber. DBuber (19?7) saw confirmation
as basic to humnness and as providing the test of the degree of humanity
pressnt in any society. The British psychiatrist R. D. lLaing (1961, 1969)
quot;d extensively from Buber in his description of congirmation/disconfirmation
;s a communicated quality which exists in a relationship between two persons.
Though Laing developed confirmation at a cqnceptual level more thoroughly than
anyone prior to him, his focus remained gsychiatric: \he was concerned with the
effecps of pervasive gi§poqfirmation on his patients who had »een-diagnosed as
schizophrenic.’lEvelyn Sieburg (1969; 1970; 1972; 1973; 1974; 1975; 1976; Sieburg
& larson, 1971) provided the first, systematic treatment of confifmation within
the speech communication disecipline. She first synthesized confirmation.related
litérature from a variety of disciplines; she created the first empirical
indicator which rendered confirming/disconfirming comminication behaviors
observable; and she devised the first scale which allowed for measuremen£ of an
individual's feeling of being confirmed by another person.

. The remaihder of this paper is composed.of four parts. The first section
describes a series of empirical investigations which suggest the pervasiveness
of interpersonal confirmation. The second section outlines the two theories of

intersersonal éonfirmaticn, with atten@ion to critical differences between
them. The third sectioﬁ describes present means of mea%uring intgrbersonal
confirmation. The final section reviews completed research projects which have

used. aspects of the confirmation paradigm.

G
~

Pervasivgpess of Interpersonal Confirmtion -

Several recent investigations contribute to_suggesting the gervasiveness
of interpersonal confirmition, The widely quoted mpr by Sieburx and Larson \
(1971)(13 the first source of the claim that confirmation/disconfirmation may

be the most pervasive dimension in human communization., Their factor analytic

¢




study of the types of responses’characteristic of subjects! "most preferred!
and "least greferred" communication partiiers revealed that the same two factors
were present in the descriptions of both types of martners. The responses
characteristic of the "inappropriate-unclear-imsersonal" factor acrocé\both

\

partners were: impervious, interrupting, irrelevant, tangential, 1m3ersonal
unclear, and incongruous. The responses that constituted the "appropriatqi ’
clear-positive™ factor across both :nrtners were: direct verbal acknowledgze-
ment, agreement about content. susoorting. clarification of content, andn
expression of positive feelings. Since these response types were consistent
with the literature regarding 1nterpersonal confirwmtlon, the first fagtor was
labeled "disconfirming," while the secon4 factor was labeled “confirming." One
response, "agreement about content." which was described as characteristic of

the "most greferred® partners, did not fit with the previous theoretical

literature; Buber, laing, and Sieburg agreed tnat agreement was not necessary

\
1

for confirmation to occur-~that agreement itself was neither confirming nor
disconfirming. Curiously, "agreement about content" did not contribute to the
factor structure of the least preferred sartner, cnd "disagreement about
contert" did not contribute to either factor for either target gerson, The
place of agreement/disagreement in intergersonal confirmation is still not
finally resolved; ’

The second source of the claim for the servasiveness of confirmtion in '
interpersonal relationshi' comes from a series of 1nveut1~ations initiated

/
and dﬁrected by Carl Larson (Larsbn, 1965; Dance & larson, 1976)., Four

“\doctoral dlssertatlons (Dodge, 1971; Larson, 1965; ¥ix, 1972; Ross, 1973}

investigated participants' perceptions of their communication with anot.aer and

their cercentions of the ofner's commmnication with them in four different

interpersonal contexts (i‘éspcct&vely, counselors-juvenile delinquents, spouses,




4

fathers-sons, and supervisors-subordinates.‘ All these dissertations"employed .
the same measure (Rueséb. Block, & Bennett, 1953) which asked the ocarticipants
to describe the extent’tg_which each of 50 items was characteristic of their
communication with the other and the other's commnication with them, In each
invesfigation. thé researcher employed a fa;tor analytic strategy to identify
any basic diﬁensions in the particimnts! perceptions of their own gnd the

other's communication., Of the mny patterns discovered in the four contexts,

only one factor was found to recur in all the social contexts. Ross (1973)

labeled thls pattern "accegtance.rejection."® "The participants tended to see
their comﬁunication with others, and the other's conmunication with them, in
terms of the extent 'to which interpersonal.commnnication behavior exhibited

or implied an acceptance or rejection 65 the oerson as a person" (Dance & Lurson,
1676, pe 75). Dance and Larson g0 on to develop a theory explaining this
ohenomenon, which will be presented with'Sieburg's theory in the next section.
For now, it is sufficient to note that the characteristics which contributed
to the ;cceptancé-rejection dimension in all or most contexts (Ross, 1973) are
very similar to the items which contribute to particigants"descriptions of
confirming and disconforming‘communioators (Sieburg & larson, 1971). Some
itegs are %dentical and most are quite similar. Both Dance and Larson (1976)
a;d CLssnau(l975) recognize the consistency between Sieburg's concept of
confirmation/disconfirmation and the acceptance/re jection dimension of Ross.
Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the dimensions are identical, In
addition, Clarke (1973) in his study\pf marital relationships also concluded
that confirmation is a dimension of human communication which seems pervasive
across all social contexts. In summry, the research evidence to date

indicates that confirmation/disconfirmition may be the only dimension underlying .

‘in one context, the counselors-juvenile delinquents. only the partici-
pants' views of the others' coammnication with them were solicited. Dodge
did not ask respondents to describe their own communicative béhavior,- '

7




all interpersonal human communication.

Theg}ies of Interpersonal Confirmation

There are two theoretical explanations of interpersonal confirmation.
The first belongs to Evelyn Sieburg. Tﬁis theory has been refined throughout
its five year history. Until May, 1975, it was available only through a series
of unpublished convention papers. It is now an ERIC Clearinghouse document
(8ieburg, 1975) and is available on microfiche in most libraries. A more recent
péesentation of the theory in an organizational communication context is aiso
available (Sieburg, 1976). The second theory belongs to Carl Larson. Initially
presented in lecture form, gart of the theory was contzined in a recent
conventioﬁ paper (1975). The com)lete explanqtioh of this theory is contained
in a recent book (Dance & Larson, 1976), While these theories are now available
for all to study, they have never been compared and the implications of each of
them have not been contrasted. This section will briefly present each theory
and then move to comparing the theories, observing points of difference as well
as similarity.

Sieburg's theory will be presented first. From her review of Buber,
Laing, and others writing on confirmation, she derived five criteria th;t

seemed characteristic of confirming-communication.,
! A
By way of surmary, it.appears that human communication is called confirming
to the extent that ‘it performs the following functifns:

1. It expresses recognition of the other person's esistence,

2. It expresses recognition of the other as a unigue person, not a role
or an object.

3. It acknowledges the.significance of the oth.ur rerson.

4, It ex.aresses acceptance of the other pgerson's way of experiencing
the world. :

5. It expresses concern for the cther person and a willingness to be
involved with him; that is, it imparts value to the relationshio.

(1976, p. 132)




Sieburg's theory of interpersonal confirmation then moves to the distinc-
tion between "messages® ard the accompanying "meta-messages" which are present
in any communicative act., The meta-message in human commurication concerns the
nature of the relationship between the interacting individuals, and has, in
fact, geen called the "relationship" aspect of a inessage, as distinguished
from the "content" aspect (watzlawick, Beavin, & Jackson, 1967). Sisburg
(1976; pp. 133-134) identified four "meta-messages" which can be implicit in a
person's comminication which have confirming/disconfirming implications“to the
other, /

1. The.finst confirming meta-message is "You exist" and the corresponding
disconfirming meta.message is “fou do not exist." The implications of these
messages to the individual's self-experience arise from the existential fear
of non-being.

2, The sécond confirming meta-messace is "You are worthwhilé.“ while the
disconfirming‘meta-message is "Ygu do not matter," porhaps with the addendum,
"because you are uninteresting or unimportant." Because each person has deep
dpubts about his or her own worth, tpis meta-message arouses intense fears of
being unnoticed,

.3° The third confirming meta-message is "I accept your way of perceiving,"
while the disconfirming meta.message is "I égny your way of perceiving." Here
the implications to self arise out of the'fear of guilt, shame, or cond;mnation.

k. The fourth confirming meta-message is "We are relating" and the discon-
firmiﬂg meta-message is "We are not relating." The dxnamic of this meta-message
arises out of a fear of alienation, loneliness,bor abandonnent.

Building on these criteria and the meta-messages implicit in any co mmni-
cative act, which have implications for confirming or disconfirming aspects of

a person's self, the heart of Sieburg'!s theory is contained in four primary

themes, which constitute propositions or gredictions about the nature of

* >
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different conﬁirminc/d1sc0nfirming communicative behaviors. ,Jfff

1. It is more confirming to acknowledge another person's existence than
to treat him as nonexistent., (1976, p. 134)

2, It is more confirming to accepé another's feelings than to deny,
nodify, interpret, or evaluate them, (1976, p. 139)

-

3 It is more confirming to respond conjunctively than d1saunctively.
- (1976, p. 142) -

While her most recent. version does not explicitly identify this final
theme, it is implied in the discussion of confirming dialogue (1976, pp. 147.148)

and is explicit in earlier presentatiéns of the fheory.

3
4, Personal response is more confirming than 1muersonal resgonse,

(1975, p. 18)
/.
Each of these rather self-explanatory themes is discussed in considerable

detail by Sieburg (1973, 1975, 1976). =Earlier, these themes (and the accompany-
ing behavioral clusters--see 3ieburg, 1975, and the measurcment section of this
paper) were described as being hierarchical in that it is necessary to confirm
as individual at a lower level before confirmation can occur at a highér level,
In the 1976 oresentation of the theorx. Dr, Sieburg no longer describes the

themes as hierarchical; Co , ,
I can't really be certain that we have established @ hierarchy of
confirming~disconfirming categories or levels, about all that we can
say for sure is that several groupings have emerged and that these
groups have differential impacts on the "receiver! in an interaction
sequence. Certainly unawareness (or "indifference®) forms a basc for
the others, Without fundamentel récogn1t10n ol another's existence,
no confirmation of him can exist,” Beyond that, however, there is no
real justification for saying that one kind of disconfirming ressonse
is more disconfirming than anotner--just different, (axeburg. Persomal
Commnunication, :loveaber 24, 1975)

Nonwrecognition of the other's existence is most disconfirming and 3ieburg
goes on to describe the confirming response theme and cluster as being
nierarchically distinet from the disconfirmine clusters. J.st where the

impervious and disqualification behavioral response clusters (associated with

thenes two and three above, respectively-~the order in which these two themes

z
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are presentéd has been switched from Sieburg's (1975) previous’ publication) fit

in relation to one another is not certain..

-

Thif concludes the presentation of Sieburgt!s theory of interaersondl
confirmtion. This thcory centers on the implicit meta.messazes that accomaany
any comminication and which have imglications regarding the nature of an in?er-
persoﬁal ;elation§hip: Thqse‘metgfmessageé ultim&tel& define four tygoes of
interﬁersonal confirmation/giscsn?irmation, as indicated by the four £hemes
which constitute testable predictions ibouﬁ interé§rsﬁnal confirmtion,

The second theory which will be briefly reviewed beionjs to Carl Larson,
This theory (Dance & larson, 1976) was not intended as a tueory of “interpersonal
confirmation, It constitutes a tﬁeqretical explanation of what Dapce and Larson
call the Minking function" in human communication at the inter;crsonal\level;
Because, however, of th; way in which they chose ts Jdescribe humn interpersonal

'1inking. this theory can be seeq}as an explanation of thé‘same events as Sieburg's:
its fundamental concern is the way in which individuals perceive themselves and
others commnicating different levels of acceptance and rejectibA in their
interpersonal relationships. '
@ Dance and Larson arzﬁé that one of the maturad and inévitable results of
human communication is that individuals "1link* themselves w;th other individuals
;hd with their human environment. This Mlinking funcfion“ oécurs througg
establishing a relationship between one's self and oéhcrs. “hile the linking.
function injtially serves to bring the infant inté the hunan symbolic world:.
once the individuval is constituted as 'self,' the central ozeration

of the linking function is in an individual's social environwuent.

That is, human cormunication links weoyle with other eople, It is

the process through which sociul bends are eotabllohed and mintained,
hurman relat*onshlas are defined, and almost all forms of social . ¢
behavior are mnifested, (Dance % Larson, l??é oo 73)

At this point in the develoément of t@is theor&. the rasearenh of Laruen,

Dodge, Mix, and Ross Jesgribed earlizr in this wper is letiiled, Taen two




basic’ piemises or assumptions are pgesenteé: (a) "Most communicative acts
involve some degree of disglosure;" (b) M™cts of disclosure involve risk,"
Ahat is risked in any human communicative event is the image the individual
holds of him or her‘self. The individual risks havgné that self-image be
rejeéted by anothér with whom the individual is in contact. E?om this, |
Larson derives his fundamental oroposition that: "an individual's comrmnica-
tive linkaées with othe;s take two basic for@s. accestance and }ejection"
(oo 77)s A L

According to Larson, not all humn commupicative acts involve accegting
or rejecting the self-imige pfean individﬁ;l. I'ence, this theory next describes
the behavior gf the receiver of a communicative act and fo?uses on those
response:e, which would cause an "orientat:ional shift" away from the content or
a message toward an evaluation of either one's own or the other's self.g Dance
and larson (1976) argue that:

certain classes of'respogses will focus your attentig; upon thé ofher

or yourself, or both. Then you iill either re.value the other as a

socizl entity or you will re-assess characteristics df self. The

responses with which we are, oresently concerned, then, are those

responses that orient you toward the nature of the relationship

between you and another rather than the content about which you
are commnicatings (p. 79)

Next, four classes of responses are described which can cause the
orientational shift toward the relationship and toward‘an evaluation of an
individual's self. These categories are: (a) explicit rejection, (b) implicit
rejection, (c) explicit acveptance, and (d) imp}icit accep%anée. jﬁthin each
response }ype, a number of specific ways of resgonding are dﬁscribed. Exgligit

rejection can be communicated through negative evaluation of person, negative

il

evaluation of communication content, overt dismissal of rerson, .. overt

dismi:ssal of communication content, Imolicit rejection can be communicated

>

through interruptions, imperviousness, irrelevant resuonses, or tangential
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responses. Expiicit accegg;nce can be commnicated through positive evaluation
of person or positive evaluation of commnicative content. Implicit accepta’ ‘g
can be communicated through clarifying response, expressign of positive
feelings. or direct response, .

If the self-imge of an individgal is accepted and reinforced, then
everything continues §s'bé56re. It is when the self-image of an individual
is rejected, Larson says, that the most interesting consequences occur, As a
result of responses which reject an individual'; self-image, one of three maths
can be chosen by the individual. Tﬁe first impact which may occur is a
reevaluation of the other. If the other's responses to a person are inconsis-
tent with the/person's self-jmge, one likely alternative is to reevaluate the
individuai w40 isiperceived,asg dcing.the reseéting. This is frequén;}y less
stressfu.. than questioning the validity of one's own self-image. A second
po;sible impact is to amplify the aspect of self. that is being rejected. If an
individual éqrceiveé another as rejecting ;n agpact of the first individuél's '
self-image, the in'dividual my att'empt t‘o ooi-tray. that aspect of self even
stronger--to amplify 1t--in order to finally, somehow have it be accested ard
appreciated by the other. The third possible impact is that an individual may
attempt to salvage those asoects of self thdt can be’ salvaged “When some
aspects, of self, having been rejected by others. are then "abandoned, other
aspects of self are frequently |p1ned, aspacts that wera not previously part

s

of the individuai'é self-imge. ®

“

Which of these inpncts is mos+ likely to occur depends on three factors:
(a) the cdrtainty of the self-image, (b) the imnortance of the other, and
(g) the consigtency of the others! responses. 'Whew the rejected aspect of

’” . ’
one's self is held with great certainty, the individual is lixely to reevaluate

the other. 'nen the other who is perceived as doing the: rejecting is very

L F
<oy
. Lo
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important to the.individual, the individual is likely to amplify or increase

the eéforts to project that aspect of self. When the responses of others are
fgirly consi;teht in‘rejacting an a;pect of an individual's self, it is likely *
that tﬁe individual will salvage those aspects of self that have-been accepted

/ N ¢
or confirmed by the others. .

This completes the presentatiop of larson's then}y'éf interpersonal
confirmation. This theory was intended as an extension to the i;tefpergonal
level of Dance and larson's theoretical explanation of the operatiin of the
linking function in human communication, Beginning with a.gecogniticn of the
pervasiveness gf interpersonal cqnfirqatién, this theory isolates those '
commnicative behaviors'which are thought to cause an orientational shift away ‘
from the topic of discussion and toward the nature of the intergersonal
relétionship and toward an evaluation of the selfe-images of one or both of the
parties engaged in interaction. This theory then focuses on those instances ‘
in which rejection of the inﬁividual'sucélf-inage occurs. Specific predictions
are made regarding whiéh of three imxcts rejection is l?kely to have depending
on three related variables. ’ .

Whilé these tuo Eheories are quité similar in many respects, they are also
different in a number of impdrtant ways ané my generéte diffé}ent predictions )
in certain instances éith regard totsome interpgrgonal communication events,

Both theories are concerned with the same basic phenomenon: the ways in which
igdiviguals commnicate confirmation (acceptance) or aiscgnfirmation (rejection)
in their interper;onal relationships. They are both:concerned with ;he
relationship aspeét of communication. 'Both are concerned with the ways in

which these communicapibe acts influence an individual!s self-imge or seifnvalue.‘

Thers are a also_a number of ways in walch these two theories differ.

Thgse differences aré perhans more iﬁstructive to the human comrmunication

i

researcher and theoriqt than are the similarities, Threce differences will‘be

»

) . 1.%1 . ‘ ’ .
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discussed, The first point of difference involves which communicative acts are
involved in interpersonal confirmation. Sieburg seéms’to imply that all
communicative acts have confirming drgdis‘confi'rming conse{quences, while Larson
is quite clear that he is concerned with only some comsmunicative acts. With
rég;rd‘to Sieburg's théory. the conclusion that all gpmmunicatiﬁe acts involve
differiqé degrees of confirmation is not stated explicitly but is iﬁblied by
the nature of the theoretical strgcture an' the accommnying behavioral

.

clusters.- The logical structure of the themes is such that all communicative

acts must fall into one of them. Either you ignore the other or you don't;

either you accept the other's perceptions or you don't; either you resoond
directly to the other's content or you don't; either you communicate personaily
or you'don't. Therefore, it wbuld seer that all communicative acts fall within

her scheme,” This conclusion is further reinforced by the procedures for seoring

v

interaction (Sieburg, 1972), which state that each utterance }s to be scored

(these scoring .procedures are deséribed in the next section of this paper on

v

measurement ), Larson, on the other hand, says clearly that he is qcncerned‘

with only those communicative acts that cause an orientational shi}t. While he

>

doesn't indicate how frequently such shifts occur, the examples he of fers of

the responses would seem to imply that these communications, while not ocecuring

.Y

constantly, do occur fairly frequently‘and with some regularity. Within his

" theory it is always the receiver who ultimately determines the confirming or

disconfirming nature of any response. The same comment ‘might cause an orien..
tational shift in one person but not in the other. Larsen does not give us any
information about whatidetermines the different ways individuals might interpret

~

commnicative behaviors that might have confirming or disconfirming consequences.,

’ £y A A
He does mention that in some instances a number of responses of a certain type

might be required before the orientational shift and subsequént reevaluation of

1o




self would occur, It seems reasonable to speculate that gself-concept and the
certainty with which that self-concent is held my be influential in deter.
mining in each ;articul;; cage whether an orientational shift was likely to
_occﬁr. ”

Cissna (1975) may provide some support to Sieburg's assuaption. He scored
audie ta;e recordings of discudsions of married couples, The tapes were scored
for the degree of empathy, respect, genuineness, and self-disclosure which were
oresent. in each individual's speech communicatioﬂ. ;he scoring procedure (;ee
Carkhuff, 1969a, 1969b) recognizes that theSe basic éonceﬁts are present in
varying degrees (level one through Yevel five) in every corvmnicative act.
Cissna found moderate to stfong correlations between one erson's facilitative
‘comminication and the other's feeling of being coﬁfirmed. One implication of
. this research my be that since all spesech communication behaviors were being \
scored and since these. scored behav1ors were related to the other's feeling of
being confirmed, a.ll speech communicative acts are reflected in the extent to
which ‘the other feels conflrmeg. This study is described in greater.detail
later in this paper, ‘ o )

While there seems to be a great deal of similiarity in the kinds of
resoonsee which Sieburg and Larson see'as confirming/dlsconflrming. there is
at least one type of response that is present in Sieburg's theory which is not
oregent in parson's. Sieburg includes as her final theme: "rersonal response
is more cenfirming than impersonal response.," This theme seems to 1mpl} that
self-disclosure is experiencedlas confirming to another, and that a correspon-
aing lack of appropriate self-disglosure is experiepced as 9isconfirming.

This type of personal, disclosing response does not seem éo vlay a gart in

Larson's theoretical structufe. o

The study by Cissna (1975) might again shed some light on this matter.

i0
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His examination of interpersonal communication in rarriige found that mle
self-disclosure was related significantly (r = JJ1; p { +05) to female feelings
of being confirmed, but that femle self-disclosing commun.cation was not
related to male feelings of teing confirmed,(r = - ,16). Thais study might

.
suggest that at least in these marriages, the same commnicative behaviors miy
not make up the confirming mattern for beth miles and femles, Hence, persomal |
respénse my be confirming to females but not tc males. This migh@ i1y that
Sleburg is right for that part of the o ulation that’is feuale or that Lzrson
is rizht that the behavior of the receiver sust be examined in order tco disw
cover how he or she oricnts to the other's co:mqy@cative tehaviors. Perhanss
males and femiles orient diffe;eﬁfly.

A second difference between the theorics concerns th2.way in which confir-‘
mation/disconfirmation is concegtualized. Ior Jisburg, therc seem to ie¢ degrees
of‘confirminé ard disconfirming behaviors.-confirmtion can be greater(or lesser,
While this may be merely a mafter of the relative emshasis given this point in
tge {wo theories, Larson seems to imoly that confirmatio;/discunfirnntion s an
feither/or! phenomenon, If the oriénzgtional‘shift does éccur, then an inlivi-
dual either feels confirmed of the individual feels disconlirmed. His theory
does not se==m to contain any‘proviéiOns fér feeling slichtly confirmed or slight-
ly disconfirmed, It does not seem to allow these units Lo Le sresent in various
degrzes, In Zobert Dutin's (1969) meta~theoretical terms, lLarson scems to see
confirmatién/disconfirmﬁtion as an attribute unit, while Sieburg sees it more zs
a variable one., This is further cvidenced when onc looks it the!behaviors.thought
by each theorist to)result in confirmatio,/3iscOPfirmation. 3leburg . recognises
that cértai&'behaviors are very disconfirming (Cluster I), while other behaviors

are less discon{irming (Clusters II and III), and some behaviors are Jquite cone

firming (Cluster IV), 3he his begun to construct a hizrarchy of confirming/dis-

ol e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" me or you're rejecting me,"
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confirming behaviors. Larson distinguishes between implicit and explicit behu.

viors which cause'feelings of acceptance or rejection, but he does not inlicate

.

that expllcit acceptance (or rejection) is more confirming than implicit acee -

tance (or rejection) or vice versa., For him, the behaviors seem equal in their

confirming/disconfirming potentiel. Buber (1957) saw eoﬁfirnation as occuring
"to some extent or' other" (p. 101) and Laing described in some detail what he
called the "different levels of confirmation" (1969, v. 99). ‘hether Buber and
Laing are right is, of course, another matter. It may be that confi;metion is
a more basic and far less subtle opefation than some suspect. It may be that

human perceptions of confirmation o;E£ete somethinz like "either yogﬁre accepting

-
' ; K4

-~

Jacobs (1973) provides a mrtial answer to this question. She attempted to

test Sieburg's system. hile-Jacobs' results were not totally consistent with

N &

the 1973 S:.eburg ..onfirnation theory, she did discover’ thut subjects responded
differentially to various confirming and disconfirming behaviors. The subjects
res>onded to thz ex:erxvental conditions- in Ways that sezmed to recognize rore

levels than merely confirnznv or disconfirring states. Resgonses to the various
o :

confirming/disdbnfirming conditions offered to the subject4 secmed to fall 1qto -
the four levels which Sieburg now recognizes, and which luve been des crived in
this paper, 'hnile the research findings ars rarely us clear cub as theories,
Jacobs' results seem to inply thaf grousings of confiraing and disconfirming

. ©
behaviors do exist, which my be clissifiable into levels, Sieburg seems to
A Y

have softened somewhat on this point and moved slightly, but not completely,

.
toward larson's position., Her previous oresentations seemed more it odds

with Larson than her most recent chapter. /

A third and final difference between the two theories ianvolves the level
,v\\
of predictive s:ecificity “they each achicve, Sievur;; presents a testable

4
®
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structure of confirming and disconfirming behaviors, but other than simply
test the theory, one wonders what to do with it. -She'does not deliniate any
differential responses to these various conditions, Do the various behaviox?l .

clusters have different intra. or inter-personal consequences? We all 'miy have

-

our own suspicions about potential consequences of confiflrﬁrlxg/disconﬁrming

communication, and interested researchers will hogefully continue to investigate
S . .

them, but the theory itself does not indicate them. Sieburg; after reading the

earlier "convention" version of this paper, resvonded (Personal Zormunication,

|
November 24, 1975):

We meed more research as to the interpersonal consequences of the

. * various groupings. LFor example] the family comrmnication litera-

- ture is full of scholarly sgeculation that, certain kinds of family ,
interaction styles are associated with (cause?) sgecific pathologies
An the family system, or in individual family members, )

It would be possible and desirable to relate the various confirming/disconfirming
commnication clusters to various intra- and inter-personal cor\{sequences in
families as well as in other social systems., Larson, on the other hand, provides

three testable propositions concerning the responses of individuals to various

Y

disconfirmfhg events (he does not concern himself with the conseguences of
confirming gommnication). larson formulates the following propositions:

1. "™n individual encountering rejection will reevaluate the othsr if -
the rejected individual is certain of his own disparaged self-imge,"

2. "An individual encountering rejection will amplify that aspect of
self-image which was rejected if the rejecting other is especially
important to the individual." .

! 3. "n individual encountering rejection will modify or revise that

aspect of self-image which was rejected if the rejection is

consistent with resjonses” provided by others and if the total

set of resnonses encountered by the individual forms a highly

con;istent pattern." (Dance & Larson, 19756, p. 165)

{

These kind of predictions with regard to the consequences of interpersonal
disconfiriation are mest important, Future research is likely to test their

effica{cygnd ultimitely lead to their revision and refinement. Similar

/

id




propositions regarding the consequences of confirming comminication would be
equally valuable, .
éwo tneories of interpersonal confirmation, one of 3ieburg and the other
of Larson, have been presented, compared, contrasted, and briefly critiqued, ,
Thrae major differences have been discussed: (a) ‘While Sieburg sees all
communlcative acts as involving confirmation/disconfirmation, Larson sees
only certain types of respunses as involved in confirming or disconflrming
another person, In addition. the particular response of self-dlsclosure is
g involved in Sieburg's theory but not in Larson's. Empirical research by Cissna
. has been briefly described as it might illuminate these points of difference,
(b) Sieburg's theory concestualizes coﬁfirmatioh as occuring at various levels
(from most confirming to most disconfirming), while Larson seens to regard- : .
confirmation/disconfirmation 4s a process that is either.confirming or dlSCOn-

firming with no middle around "Jacobs! " study is brmefly reviewed with regard

to its implications on this issue. (¢) Lirson provides three testable

goropositions regarding ihe consequences of ipperpprsqpal disconfirmation, but
Sieburg derives no predicﬁions about the intra« or inter-perséhgl econsequences
of confirming/discongirming interaction, These predictions are deézfibed as

by useful in g9vancing the state of our knowledgé regarding interpersonal

confirmation, o

- o Measurement of Interversonal Confirmation

There are two different éoproaches to mnasuring interpersondl confirmation.
One approach involves determlning the extent to which one inxivxdual -exhibits
>confirming/dlsconflrming oehaviors toward another individual. The uecond
aporoach involves measuring the extent to which oné individual feels confirmed
by anouher individval, Zach of these aporoaches has been cﬂvlayed in empirical

A
resedrch and will be described in this section.

’
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The first .appi'oé.ch. measuring the extent to which 'individuals actually
communicate in confirming/disconfirming ways from observations of their behavi
was first employed by Sieburg (1969). Her first system, called the "Inter-
persc;nal E{esponsiveness Category System,® con;;ained ei-ht catego‘riesf two
"functional" categories (functional content respons.e and t‘unctionai metacomiune.
icative response!, five "dysfunctional® categories (impervious, tangential,
projectiv;, inadequate, and ambiguous resgjonses), and an "unclassifiable'{
category (due to unclea’x: recordings or i_hsufficient {ragment of the conversa-

* tion).. Detailed descriptions of these response tynes are available in Sieburg
(1969). Allowing exgert judges an oportunity to r';ead the category description:\s
in advance, she was able to achieve 4uit;e a high reliability in two four-hour

\

training sessions. An analysis of variance ‘procedure using Snedecor intraclass

correlatioﬁs yielded r = ,97, Spearman rank order correlations for the three
falrs of judges varied between r.= .88 and r = .91, An item.by-itenm comparison
yielding ;ﬁrceﬁtage of agresmsnt yielded a mean j:ercentar;e‘ for the three mirs

3

of judges of 72%. Sieburg also discovered the validity of this category’

system. The system was capable of distingui,s/r’mg known "effective" small

groups from known "ineffective" small groups. This asmect of Sieburg's study

S

is described in greater detail in the next secpion of th;s maper., Sieburg-\"chen"
used the ‘system by recording frequencies of résbouse:types and by computing
and comparing percentazee;. ;

Sundell (1972) also made observations about conlirming and disconfirming
communication behaviors, He emnloyed a category system based on Siepurg and
Larson's (1971) response oat;a;_;ories using those reszxnses /tha;t were described

as tyoical of the confirming and disconfirmins pa-tners, 'Again. frequencies

were fabulated and percenta;;eé of interaction falling into eich resonse type .

were computed and compared, !

/
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The next mjor advance in scoring confirming/discorn{irming commnication
came from Sieburg (1972). She reconcept+alized confirsation as occuring.at
three levels: (a) acknowledgement vs. imperviousness.{(b).conjunctive VSe
disjunctive,-;;d (e) affiliative vs, disaffiliafive.‘ The conjunctive response
was possgible with regard to either éhe content or the emotion of an gtterancé.
Bach utterance was scored on each of tua three levels., A "zero" was scored—at
any level in which the utterance disconfirmed the othe; verson and a "+1" was
scored at aﬁ; level in which the utterance being scored confirmed the othef.
It was not possible éo score an utterance at all at a‘particular level unless
the utterance received a "+1" at the prev;ous lower 19Qe1, - One could score an
utterance at the third level, however, if the utterance rgpeiveé a plus for

N

either the.content or emotion aspect of level two. Since it is possiblg to

Y

. . : ‘ /
respond in a way that confirmed both the content and emotion aszects of the
other's utterance at level two arid hence to receive two rlusses at this level,
the maxirum score for any utterance was "+4", This systen is described in

"greater detail in Appendix A, This author's experience with this system

. X s -~
indicates that it is quite useable., Howsver, so far as I am aware, it has not

been smployed in empirical research to moasure confirming/disconfirming
TN

»
communi ~ation.!

B s

It now appears unlikely that this system will'éver be employed in research

because Jacobs (1973) discovered that the underlying distinctions between the
1eveis. on which Sieburg's scoring systeh was based, were not”entirely valid,
Since then, Sieburg (1975) has revisgd the behavioral clusters and formed them
into four groupings consistent with Jacobs' findings. Sluster I is called

"Indifference" which denies the existence of the other by also denying one's

own involvement with the :ther, This cluster includes such behaviors as turning

»

away f{rom the other, avoiding eye contact, not engaging in interaction with the

SR
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othé;. not replying when a reply seems expected and appropriate, and (if
speaxing at all) talkihg in prolonged monologues, frequently interrupting, or
speaking in very impersomal ways. (Cluster II is called "Disqualification™ in
which the individual commnicates with the other in such a way as to inhibit
their continued interaction. This cluster consists of responding in ways
totally irrelevant to the other's topic or seeming to miss the main point of
the other's speech, using unclear and repetitive language, and making contra-
dictory statements, CIusﬁér III is called “Imperviousness! in which the
}ndividual dehies the other's self-exyerience. This cluster involves behaviors
such as speaking for another, telling another how he or she should or ought to
feel, denying or evaluating the qthnr's expréssion, advising the other, or
being critical of the other while étressinr one's own benevolence., Cluster IV
is called ”Dlalogue“ in wnlcg the individual is enganed 1n an involving and
personal but non~eva1uat1ve relationship with the other, This cluster includes
speaking when a reply seems exgected and ippropriate, reacting to the other
with congruent nonverbal behaviors, reépondinf relevantly to the other's
comrunication, eliciting more information about tae toaic or otherwise express«
ing interest and encouraging the other to talk, speaking in clear and easily
understood sentences, and looking at the other, making fre"uent but not constant
eye contact, and giving full and complete attention toﬁﬁhe other, 3i burg s
more recent -ublic.tion (1976) also switches-the order in Werich the ims2rvious
and disjualification clusters are nresented, The content of each behavioral

-

Y
cluster, “owever, does not seem changed fromn the 1975 version, which was prew

sented here. (Complete descriptions of these clusters are avallable in another
=% i
ERIC document, Sieburg, 1975, pp. 313k4. )
Wnile it should not be too difficult fo create a rethod for scoring interw

action from the new vehavioral clusters, no one has, as yet, done so,” These

¥
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clusters could be presumed to have rather high validity as the Jresent clusters
are the oroduct of Sieburc's (1969) origiml study, Sicburg 3nd larson's (1971} /
factor dnalytic results, and Jacobs' (1973) validatic» of the earlier version
of the categories. The reliébility of the system would rejuire verification.
Progedures similar to those employé& in the 1972 category gystem might be used
for scoring. ) i

The second approach to measuring interpersonal confirmation involves
deter@ining the extent to which an individual feels confiried by another indiv.-
iduval. To measure this feeling of being confirred, Siebur; (1973j created the
Percelved Confirmﬁtion Scale (PCS) (sometimes called the Perceived Confirmation

Inventory). The.PCS is'a six-item summated scale of the Ldkért type~~items two,

" four, and five are reversed for scoring yielding a maximum p.rceived confirmation

score of 42, , A cooy of the PCS is included in this papernas Appendix B.

Clarke (1973) was the f;.rst to determine test-x;etest reliability for the
pcs. Administrapiods thfhgygpeks amrt with twenty subjects yiehéed a correlae.
tion coefficiént of r = ,70, More recently, in Spring, 1976, this author com-
pleted another test-retest reliability study of the PCS. Sixty-two students
from two secti;ns of a "Dynamics of Human Commnication" class were used in this
project--half of the students were adults (urimarlly nurses) onrolled in an
evening sectlon and half of which were regular (predominantly Communicatlon
ma jor) undérgraduate university students. The students completed the PCS on tyo
target gersons: "one of your parents" and "a particular same-sex friend." :lone
of the students had any {nformation abo;t either the concest of confirration-or
the PCS instrument until after the second administration. Aduinistrations {our
we?ks amrt yieldeg fearson product-monent correlation coefficients of r =‘.79 |
(mrent) ani r = .55 {Same-sex friend), Correlaticns commted for &ach class of

students semrately were roughlé the sare, Correlation coefficients for t:e

4 ‘




"behavior and attitudes, as the latter have been formed over longer and .-ore

: Much nore quickly. The latter‘explanation ‘seems more iikely and implies that
. X
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marent target were r = ,74 (adult eveniné,students) and r = ,92 (day students), .
while the correlation coefficients ﬁor saméféex friends were r = ,50 (adulﬁ "
evening students) and r 5-.59 (day students). The’lower value for the friends

may be accounted rér'in two wayss ,(a) some students remarked that they were

uncertain which friend they had-used as a target in the fi;st administration, ‘
which my have resulted in a few students fiot using the same target gerson in

each admiristration, whicn 68u1d be.expected to lower the corvelation coeffi.

cient, and (b) one-might.reasonabiy eggect student;' »reeptions of 2 Same~sex

friends' behavior and-attitudes toward them to have changed more dur@ng‘the

<&

four weeks between administrations than their cercegtions of their parents?

%

continuous association and the former included many recent friends with whom

their relationéh;ps were debeloﬁ&ng and changipg‘(positively and negatively)

«

t

students' feelings of beirg confirmed by a same-sex friend may be less stable

than their feelings of being confirmed by a marent. Therefore, the lower . .

corrélation coefficignt is more likely to reflect actual changes in the phenow

A}

menon under study over the four weeks rather than an instability and lack of

reliability in the instrument. : Y

Jacobs (1973) assessed construct validity for the PC5 in two wayg. Fi?sé.
item/thal correlation coefficients were computed . for each of the six items
over three target persons., Correlation coefficients were noderate to high for

each item over the three target o-rsons with the exce-tion of one item on only
v :
one of the three targets, Second, comparisons were made between the total

scores of each subject for each of'the three tiarget persons. Correlation ¢ -

‘coefricients ranged from r = e 408 to r = + ,15, suggesting that raters were ¢

able to respord differentially to the targets being rated. The PZS has been

!
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employed by Glarke (1973), Jacobs (1973), Cissma (1975), and Sutton (1976)
yielding interesting results. These studies, and others, are reviewsd in the

next section uf this maper, ¢ ) .

. Two approaches to measuring intergersonal confirmation have been deseribed,
One procedure allows researchers to determine the extent to which an indi¢idual R
\

, “ /
actually communicates in confirming/disconfirming ways, The second procedure

A

provides a method to determine the extent to which an individual feels cogfifyed

by another, Further work is presently needed in order to translate the most

-

recently validated behavioral clusters into a viable scoring gbocedure for °
observing cOnfirming/discénfirming conmunicative cehaviors, Additional work

and improvement of the Bﬁézmight also be appropriate,

~
K} < . N

: Research in Interaersonal Confirmation

-

The body of completed emolrlcal research u51ns some aswect of the 1nter.

*e

. aersoaal conflrmatlon paradigm is growing. The ‘results are both 1nterestino

and instructive, They demonstrate the 1moortance of the cdncepzt and suggest

directiong for furthgr study, v .-

-

4 A -
»

The initial confirmation research project was“pon‘ucte% by Evelyn 3ieburg
(1969). 3ne.attempted to validate the interpersonal ressonse category system

which she had cregted, The syst~m at that‘pime contained two "functional"
9:‘ W / ]

MEEN

response categories and five "dysfumctionalt response categoriés. Using.three

trained raters, she was able to establish quite a h1rh deoree of ;nter-rater o

e +

Jreliability (described in the previous gectlon of th*s plper on measurerent)
The validity of the system, however, was the é;re interesting research uestion. )
She .emdloyed a "knowq gréups" technijue and'attempted to di?ﬁer;ntiate betueen

knéwn "effective" and known "ineffective! ;mall grougs, The erfectlveness of

the vr&&n was determined by asking :roup leaders to 1&ent1£y‘ ertxcu11r groups

€

in their own experience that were "most e?rectlxg“ and those thnt were "leas:




~

'effective“ accordifip to criteria Sieburg summarized from human\reletions rEanie
éational theory. The criéeria were independent of communicative effEctiveness.
~The smll groups studied included fralnxnu, encounter, and therapy groups. She
found that, overall, the knom effective groups nsed significantly fewer dys. "
functional responses than did the known ineffective groups (g'<'.001). Yore

. specifically.vthe effective _group used more "content functional" responses and
‘fewer "impervious," "tangentia.," and "ambiguous® responses., "Metacommunicational"

responses (

“unctlonal), as well as "projective" and "inadeguate™ responses (dys-
functional) were not related to the effectiveness of the groups. 3he found so
few responses in the categories ambiguous, wojective, and inade.guate that she
speculated that these may be indicative of os;chopathology. On the whole, Sie-
burg concluded that this system even in lyb initial re.atively unreflned state,
was capab e of distinguishing kno;n effective groups from known™ineffective ‘.
groups. lore effective smill groups have as ore characteristic that their rem. .
bers commnicate more effectively with one another than do the members of known»
ineffective groups. .

The second research project was conducted by Sundell (1972) and employed
the interoersonal confirmation response categories discovered by Sieburg and
larson (1971). As described earlier, Sieburg and larson facter analjzed sube
jects' descriptions of most end least preferred conmunloation partners*and dis-
covered that two.gactors were capable of describing their resjonses: they
Jabelled tnese factors t"conf.‘irming"(anc‘ "d*sconfirming.", Jundell used these

sponse types and the descriptions accompanying them to scorc‘thc Lntcraction
of ;cachers and students in classrooss. He founi that most Leachers (399)
used primarily confirning comrunicition patterns. This cluster of teachers

'enoloyed the five confirming categories QSOTOXiﬂRtEly 50% of the time and the

. five disconfirming catebories only 10% of the time (two cate ;orles. interrupting

~

o
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"response and irrelevant response, were omitted by Sundell), These teachers

»

made extensive use of the category "agreement about content." The other 114

of the teachers used confirming apd disconfirming res-<nnses About’equally:

)

approximately one-half of their commnication resgonses to previous student

¢ 4

communication behaviors were disconfirminz to the students! These t=achers

&

were characterized oy the relative absence of the "agreem:nt about content®

$

category. Classes of students also seemed to fall‘into two clusters with

regard to their commiricative behavior, Most (817) were predominantly ~onfirme

-~
Y

ing, with the "clarification of content! resjonse distinguisiing these classes

from'the less confirming classes (127 vs, ,28%), All students employed

"direct acknowledgement" most frequently in resjonse to all teacher comminie-

cative acts, Perhaps most imporfantly. Sundell also founid that confirming

-

teachers tended to have confirming students, ani that disconfirming teachers

also tended to have students who were more diSconfirming in their communicative

1

behavior, Apmrently, interpersonal cenfirmation can be contagisus,
* (:":, ’ "
Jacobs (1973) attempted to test ex:;erimentally Sieburg's (1972) hierarchy

of intarpersonal response categories., The hypothesized order of confirming

]

"responges was: (a) affiliation, (b) disaffiliation, (c¢) fufihering. (d) non-

furthering, (e) inkibiting, and (f£) impervious, Jacobs found that subjacts
responded differentially to the different. treatments. The order of the
respoﬁse categofies. however, was not quite as theo?étically pred;cted.‘ Jacobs
discovered four levels (now reflected in Sieburg's current theory): (a) suse
taining (a combination of what was sreviously affiliation, furthering, and
iﬁhibitipg), (b) non-furthering..(c) disaffiliation, and (d) Emp@rvi;usness.ﬂ
Jacobs also fbund”thét subjects who rcc;ived the more disconfirming conditions
re ported significantiy higher dissatisfaction:with the interview exjerience

itself, significantly higher dissatisfaction with the disconfirriny interviewer,

A

/¢
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and perhaps most importantly, significantly higher dissatisfaction with their
own jerformance-in the interview, ThlS finding is qulte important and is
consistent with the definition of confirmlng amd disconflrming communicwtion
quoted earlier from Sieburg and larson (1971): "Confirmation . . . refers to
any behavior that causes another person to vilue himself more., . s . Discone
firmation refers to any behavior that causes a;other person ‘to value himself
less" (p. 1) In this study, the subjects exposed to the disconfirming condiév
tion did come to value themselyes less, at least temporarily.

w |

Clarke (1973) attempted to discover which of three inter ersonal

v

variables would be the best sredictor of marital satisfaction-attraction in
each of three stages in ﬁaritai relationships. He hypothesized that different
/ variables édtld be the best predictors in different stages of the relationsh;p.
Besides erceived confirmatibn freasured b& the PC5), he examined the extent

of mutual self-disclosure and(the degree of préaictive aceuracy exhibited by

- the couples, He found "that perceived confirmation accounted for more variance

in satisfaction-attraction in these -arriages in all threz stages than either
of the othe; variaoles, Inlergersonal confirmation accountesd for 53%, u;ﬂ.
and 50% of the marital satisfaction-attraction in each of the thfee stagesj‘
while self.disclosure and accuracy con‘ributed non-significant additional
predipt;;e ability in each instance,

Cissnafkl9?5) attempted to test a theory he developed of inter rrspnal
communication, This'study of interpersonal corrmnicatiow arong married studénts
relates four m jor classes of variables: (a) the comrunication of empathy,
respect, genuingness. aﬁi self-disclosure; (b) ;ersenal érowth or self.
actualization; (c) perceived confirmition; and (d) rel.tionshiy intimey,

Tae findings related to confirration weve the followiné: . .

1. There is a moderate relationship (r = .38) between the facilitative

»
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communication (a combination of the commnication of empathy, respect, and
génu;neness. based on high intercorrelations) of one person iﬁ the relationship
and the extent to wﬁich the other werson felt confirmed. There is no signigi-
cant relationship between the self-disclosing comminication of one jerson and
the other person's feeling of being confirmed.. |

2. when rale and .female scores were eyamined s;;nrately. however, the
relationship between communicatioq and confirmation -became more Eomplex.

There was a strong correlation between the facilitative camnunication of males
and the extent to which femalés reported feelihg confirmed (5 = 356) and a
moderate correlation.between male’se}f-&isclosing comminicztion and female
feelinzs of confirmation (r = .31). There was no significant relatidnshio,
however, between female communication of f‘~=.1c].11t.::ttfi.ve and SGlf-dlelOolng
cormunication and the extent to which men felt confirmed.

3. The degree of intimacy in a relationshin is best rediéted from a
knowledge of the coliples' p>reeived confirmation score, This ccounted for
49% of the variaﬂle in intimacy, The only other varlable vhich contriouted
significantly to the regression analysis was “ersonal growth, with female

.ersoml growth contributing more than male. Interestingly, thﬂugh these
latcr scores were in the direction opposite that which was hyopothesized:
couples gxhibiting more self-actualization were likely to have slightly less
intimate relationship than couples lower in self-actialization, All in all,
when the scores were semarated forosei,”55% of the total variance in relatione
ship intimacy could be accounted for thrgpgh a knowledge’.of only femle

<

¢ M /’
>rceived confirmtion scores and femle¢ personal growth scores.

)

This study left unanswered at least two important and nuzzling juestions:

(2} since the four speech communication variables studied were not useful in
Y N “

sredicting male fe2lings of being confirméd, what coamin.cation variables of

~s




females micht be related to male feelings of confirmation? (b)LSince this

¢

. study discovered an equivocal and weak relationship between self-disclosure

and confirmation where a strong relationship was thought to exist, what is

®

. the glace of self-disclosure in interersonal confirmation?

The place ofnagreement/dis&greement in interyersonal confirmtion has been

unclear. Sieburg and Larson (1971) found it to be mrt of the confirmtion .
factor structure of theié predbminantly male oopulation, but subsequently

Sieburg (1973, p. 21) discounted that finding as contrary to the nature of
confirmtion as discussed by Buber and Laing, Sundell found that "agreement

about content® was the most frequeﬁt reszonse. of confirming teachcrs and was ”
the resgonse which best dlstinguished the confirming teachers from the discon-

\ >
firaing oner, (Cissna (19?5) suggzested that "rerhaps other commnicative behaw

viors of fem'tes (e.g., agresment/disagreement) would be associated with mle

feelin:s of being confirmed" (2p. 105-106)

The place of self.disclosure in interpersonal confirmation has also been
unclear, Sieburg ssemed to olace sel?-dit:losing communication ("personal
resconse") within those bohaviors that 4rs exzerienced ;s confiraing, but

Larson did not include self-disclosure as a confirminy behavior. OCissna's

. . . . o ' | i ' -
R findings in this area were equivoral, ’

The most recent empirical investiyg lon 1n the area of interpersonal
confirmtion (Sutton, 1976) sought to shed more light on the nlace of azreerent
and self-disclosure in intergersonal confirmtion, She trained interviewers to

/

: communicate one of two protocols to undergraduate students randorily selected
fronm introductorf/sceech corwmﬁication classes, Tha oatens:bla wurose ol the
Lntervi°w was to gather information concerning the °tu“ents' orPinions of the

. services provided by the otu“ent fealth Service, In one condition, the inter-
viewers agreed with the statements of the studentﬁ. In the second condition,

“

\)‘ ‘ . : 31‘. ‘
R R T
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mtemgwora disclosed personal mrormtion about themsslves relevant to the

statemonts of the studonts. ’ : i

/

) Briefly, the findings of this experimental study were as follows: .
1. A;reenont and self-disclosure by the interviewers were expsrienced
. as equally confirming by the students. : ' ’

2, Male and female students reported different levels of feeling cone
firmed by the interviewers, Fémales reorted feeiing significantly (p = ,007)
more confirmed during the‘}ntervieus than\males did. £
° 3. Agreemené by the interviewers was not more confirmiﬂg to mles than

*to females, qnd_self-disclosure by the interviewers was not nore confirming to
femles than it was to males,

Findings one ahd three represent‘? lack of support for the research
hypotpesis. The expected differences, implied in the statements above, were
not found. The second hytotheéis; however, was confirmed--unlike previoﬁs
research (Cissna 1975), mles and femles did not feel confirmed at the same
levels, ﬂhat thede finding mean about the nature of interpersonal confirmation

1s not immediately clear. The ambiguity surrounding the Place of voth agree-

ment/disagreement and self-disclosure does not seem to be entirely resolved,

" The findings do seem to sﬁggest, however, that some reworking of the theoretical
structure may be necessary. Efforts are aresently underway by this author to
test, in a descristive fashion in ongoing relationships, the hypothesis that

miles experience agreement as more confirming than femles do,
A\

' Surmary
This mper has reviewed current theory and research regarding interrersonal
confirmtion. ~Several conclusions micht be drawn: (a) Inter wrsonal confir-

_mation my be the most nervasive dimension in humin commnication, (b) The

ERIC .
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two theories of interpersonal confirmation are largely in agreement about the -
nature of the phenomenon but differ with regard’to s:everal important points,
These differences demand further iﬁvestigation. (¢) Veasurement instruments

are avallable for interpersonal confirmition, »ut additional wérk on then is
necessary, (d) The reséarch which has been completed is interesti‘ng.: informia-

tive, and important; but it also leéves unanswered as many if not more questions

~

than it answers, More research is needed and deserved if we are to come to a

thorough understanding of this most important vhenomenon,

Conclusion and Extension

"There is presently much controversy regarding the best or most useful
= conceptualization’ of the field known as "interrpersonal communication," *

Generally the definitions seem to divide into two categories. There are those

who see interpersonal communication firstly as a devel. of human comrmunscation

| (perhaps best typified by Dance & Larson, 1972, 1976‘); On the other side
are those who see i‘nterpersonal communication a;s primrily a quality of some
humn communicative acts regard\‘less <;f léx;el or setting (p'erha ps best typified
by Stewart, 1973; Stewart & D'Angello, 1975). An:alternate view has recently
been suggested by Miller and Steinberg (1975) who argue that inter.persbnal
communication can profitably be concertualized as £hose human communication
acts in which individuals' predictions ahout the /ot.her are based on psychologi-
cal information abc‘;ut. the other's uniqueness as a person rathe: than on sociow
logice‘zl or cultgral information about characteristics wk;lch the nerson shares
v{ith others ii mrticular socialdgroups or cultures, Since in order to confirm
another person at the deepest levels o)ne must }g_r_xg_g'that other at those deep

levels, we my be able to say‘that the ability to genuinely confirm another

1s dependent on the depth of psychological information one ha§ about the other,

If so, it may be ppssible that interpersonal éommunicétién is that communication ~
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in which individuals confirm one another. This conceptualization may uniﬁg the
different definition§ within a single framework, A person ;an only communicate
with another serson on the basis of the other's uniqueness in one-tg-one situa-
tions, because as the éommunicative act apgroachesﬂthe‘pcrson-to-persons level
the source must begin encoding on the basis Af what tle audience has in common
-rather -than on the baéi; of each pérson's uniquenesses, Thus the conceptuali-
zation, of inté}pegsonal communication a; confirming commnicztion seems to

incorporate the "level" definition. It should be readily apparent that confirm.

ing communication is communication of a very different ";uality" than discon-

1

¥
firming ‘communication: the confirming commnicator is not treating his or her

partner as an object or role but rather is involved in a wmost intimate and pPere
sonai act, The disconfirming commnicator might be seen as communicating wit@
the other in a way thaﬁ fadls to recomize the ﬁniqueness of that other and
hence this communigator is making the other into an object and is not engaging
in interpersonal communication by any of tbe definitions;

To confirm another person is to recegnize, acknowledge, and ;ndorse the
uniqueness that is the oyher. To be with anotﬁer 2erson in a way that comrmnie-
cates to the other the uniqueness that other person is, is to engage in the.
most iﬁtimape of human acts: intergersonal speech cowmnication. For different
reasons the conceptuallzat on of inter;°rsonal communication as confnrM1ng )
communicatioh would seem to synthe°ize both the "level" and the "gquality"
definitions and have the potential to move the definitional discussion to a
further conceptual plane, (

Regardless of definitions, however, the Jrocess of interiersonal

confirmation is truly of vast importance in human experience and deserves

careful attentlon from theorists and reseirchers of humn communication,
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APPENDIX A

SIEBURG'S (1972) 3YSTEM
FCR 3CORING IHTERPERSONAL COHFI-MATION
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Description of Categoiiea
LEVEL SHORT TITLE _ MESCRIPTION
I ACKNOWLEDGEMENT “ﬁnLooks at other while speaking; nakes eye

. . contact with him; gives attention without
engaging in conversation with another
person or performing other tasks, Speaks
directly to other,

I IMPERVI.OUSNESS Tooks away from other; avoids eye contact;
: ignores, pays no attentiorn to other. -
Interrupts, speaks to amother person or
performs other tasks while other is
~ speaking; remains silent; makes no response
when response seems appropriate; leaves the
scene while other is speaking, ’

IIA CONJUNCTIV<® RESPONSE Responds relevantly ‘to immediatély preceding , /
~ (CONTENT) communication of other. Responds directly
and on same subject as other. Provides
unevasive answers to questions or expresses
clear intent not to answer question ("I
don't want to answer that.")-

IIB CONJUNCTIVE RESPONSE Comments relevantly about other's feelings;
« (EMOTION) - expresses own inferences about other's
' ‘ emotional state ('You sound angry to me,");
< clarifies other's feelings, expressed or
~ - inferred. 'Acknowledges other's emotions
/v without evaluation of them,

11" 'DISJUNCTIVE RESPONSE Makes comment or interjection that is

- irrelevant to either the content of the
preceding speaker's communication or his
emotional state.: Shifts to another topic
without warning or explanation for shift.
Other special cases to score in this !
grouping:
l. Interrupts other.

. 2+ Returns to' own earlier theme, disre=

. ’ garding intervening interaction.

‘ 3+ Responds tangentially by reacting to
an incidental cue in other's communi-
cation, but missing main point.

k. Answers questions evasively or
- . defensively.

5. Verbally denies other's expressed
emotion, ("You don't really feel that
way, ") 1 )

6. Negatively evaluates other's feelings

* by implying he ought not to feel as
_ he does. '

38




SHORT TITLE ' DESCRIPTION

AFFILIATIVE RESPONSE Discloses self to other in all of the
following ways:

1. Speaks in complete and unfragmented
senteénces. Referents are obvious,
words and> expressions are used in
commonly accepted ways, utterances are
free of cliches and excessive verbage,
including unnecessary qualifiers and
repetitive speech automisms (such as

"you know'"), -
Expresses his own feelings freely and
takes responsibility for them. Uses
girst person whenever appropriate in
preference to the impersonal '"one" or
- "you" or the generalized "we.'"
Verbal messase seems to agree with
nonverbal modes: facial expression,
body tone and gesture, tone of voice,
and dresse

DISAFFILIATIVE RESPONSE Conceals self or denies responsibility for
. his own comminication in any of the
following ways:
le Communication is obscure and hard to
follow, sentences are fragmented,
incomplete, rambling; speech is over-
'loaded with automisms, overqualificatidns,
retracings, rephrasings, and false starts.
Referents are uncertain; words or
= expressions have multiple meanings or
seem to have meanings peculiar to the
speaker.
Speoker avoids expressing an emotion,
even in response to a direct question, §
or denies own emotion. ' Avoids personal
construction substituting "one," “yoéu,"-
or a’collective *'we" when "I" seems
more appropriate.
Verbal message does not seem consistent
with nonverbal modes of voice tone, -
facial expression, body tone and
gesture, or dresse. _Shows affect that
is inappropriate content.
|
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Does the response

acknowledge 'the

other's existence?

YES l (f)

.18 the response

donjunctive with the

c%ntent of other's

comm=.zication?

&,

\ v
Does the reabonse Does the response

acknowledge the ~ acknowledge the

other's feelinga? | .| other's feelinga? |

[

\ 4
Is the response clear,

YES | (+) YES | (4)

congruent and expressive <—1

of speakers own"feelings?

4
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Sample Scorigg Sheet

/

U;it “‘;2’” LEVEL I LEVEL 11 LEVEL III

%

Confirming Diséonfirming Confirming Disconfirming|Confirmin Disconfirming

(+) (0) Conjuntive (0) (+) (0) (+'s)
Avare Impervious Disjunctive [Affiliae Disaffilig~ Total
¢ () | (+) tive tive Score

Con-| Emo- ' ' :
tent| tion

x

Wlofadalaln]leselwulin ]| -

[
o
&

[
-
Qe

Y




APPENDIX B
PERCEIVED CONFIRMATION SCALE

L)

INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the number on each scale that most accurately reflects
your attitude toward the associated statement as it relates
to ydur partner. -

1. He/she is aware of me. '

7 6 5 N 3 . 2 1
" ' Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree
" very strongly - strongly very
N strongly ¢ ) : strongly .
2. ‘He/she isn't at all interested in what I say.
yi 6 5 3 2 1
Agree Agree . Agree _Disagree - Disagree Disagree
very. strongly strongly very
_ strongly ’ ‘ N strongly Z,

3. He/she accepts me,

ya 6 5 3 2 1

Agree Agree .. Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree
very strongly o strongly very
strongly Lot strongly

4, He/she has no respect for me at all.

-

z 6 : 5 3 2 1

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree.

very strongly _ strongly very “

. strongly strongly ) N
S5« He/she dislikes me. . .

R 6 5_ 3 2 1

Agree Agree - Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

very strongly : strongly very

strongly ' ' strongly .

6. He/she trusts me.

? 6 .5 ™3 2 1-

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree
. very strongly : v strongly very

strongly - . strongly

“From Sieburg, 1973.




